Appl. No. 10/684,835 

Amdt. dated April 10, 2006 

Reply to Office Action of December 9, 2005 

REMARKS 

I. Status of Claims 

Claims 1-3, 5-6, and 9-21 are pending in this application. Claims 1 and 3 are 
independent. 

Claims 1-3, 5-6, 9 and 14 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent Publication No. 2003/0017810 to Janninck et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,850,784 to SanGiovanni and U.S. Patent No. 5,485,517 to Gray. Claim 10 stands rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over the Janninck publication, the SanGiovanni 
patent, the Gray patent, and U.S. Patent No. 6,487,396 to Sassi. Claims 1 1-13 and 15-16 stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over the Janninck publication, the 
SanGiovanni patent, the Gray patent, and U.S. Patent PubUcation No. 2001/0004269 to Shibata 
et al. Claims 17-18 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
Janninck publication, the SanGiovanni patent, the Gray patent, and PCT Application No. WO- 
0145283 to Kim. Claim 19 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the Janninck publication, the SanGiovanni patent, the Gray patent, and U.S. Patent No. 
6,535,605 to Ghassabian. Claim 20 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the Janninck publication, the SanGiovarmi patent, the Gray patent, and U.S. 
Patent No. 6,766,952 to Luu. Claim 21 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the Janninck pubhcation, the SanGiovarmi patent, the Gray patent, and U.S. 
Patent No. 6,726,106 to Han et al. 

II. Rejection of Claims 1-3 and 5-21 under 35 U.S.C. S 103fa) 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the rejection of independent claims 1 
and 3 and dependent claims 2, 5-6, and 9-21 in view of the above amendments and the following 
remarks. 

As amended, claims 1 and 3 now recite the limitation "the cylindrical rotary housing 
having a protrusion formed at the outer circumferential surface of the cylindrical rotary housing 
for restricting the rotation of the second housing," and "the cylindrical hinge housing having a 
protrusion formed at the outer circumferential surface of the cylindrical hinge housing for 
restricting the rotation of the second housing," respectively. As seen in FIG. 1 of Applicants 
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Specification, for example, a protrusion 32 is formed at a prescribed location on the outer 
circumferential surface 30b. The protrusion 32 restricts the rotation of the second housing 20. 

None of the cited references discloses or suggests a protrusion formed on the outer 
circumferential surface of a cylindrical hinge. As seen in Fig. 1 of the Janninck et al. patent, the 
outer circumferential surface of the hinge of the Janninck et al. patent device is smooth, and does 
not have a protrusion for restricting the rotation of the second housing. Likewise, there are no 
protrusions on the outer circumferential surface of the hinge of the Gray patent device (Fig. 8) or 
of the San Giovanni patent device. Accordingly, none of the references discloses, nor do any of 
the references suggest, a protrusion formed on the outer circumferential surface of a cylindrical 
hinge. Therefore, Applicants respectfully assert that claims 1 and 3 are now in condition for 
allowance. 

The remaining claims in this application ultimately depend from one of claim 1 and 3, 
and are allowable for substantially the same reasons. Furthermore, these claims recite additional 
features that, in combination with claims 1 and 3, are not disclosed or suggested by the prior art. 

Applicant notes with appreciation the Examiner's indication in the Advisory Action of 
March 24, 2006 that certain claim amendments may result in a more favorable outcome (i.e. 
claim 1 + claim 2 + claim 7 + claim 9 + claim 10 + (claim 12 or 13 or 15 or 18 or 20)). In view 
of the above amendments to claims 1 and 3, however, it is believed that these claims are now in 
condition for allowance. 

III. Conclusion 

In view of the above, it is believed that the above-identified application is in condition for 
allowance, and notice to that effect is respectfully requested. Should the Examiner have any 
questions, the Examiner is encouraged to contact the undersigned at the telephone number 
indicated below. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Date: April 10,2006 




Michael E. Stimson 
Reg. No. 41,333 
Attorney for Applicant 



Page 7 of 8 



AppL No. 10/684,835 

Amdt dated April 10, 2006 

Reply to Office Action of December 9, 2005 



Roylance, Abrams, Berdo & Goodman, L.L.P. 
1300 19'^ Street, N.W., Suite 600 
Washington, D.C. 20036-2680 
Main: (202) 659-9076 
Direct: (202)530-7372 



